
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION III

841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia. Pennsylvania 19107

BY EXPRESS MAIL MAR 29 1990

Robert L. Collings, Esquire
Jeffrey N. Hurwitz, Esquire
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius
2000 One Logan Square
Philadelphia, PA 19103-6993 i,

Re: Bally Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site

Dear Bob and Jeff,

This letter will serve to summarize EPA's position with
regard to air emission controls at the Bally Groundwater
Contamination Superfund Site (Site). In your letter of August
29,1989 you outlined the objection of Allegheny International,
Inc. (Allegheny) and Bally Engineered Structures, Inc. (BES) to
EPA's position that air emission controls would be required on
air stripping units at the Site. This objection to the Bally
Record of Decision (ROD) was received outside of the public
comment period; however, since air emissions controls were not
explicitly referenced in the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (Plan)
EPA took your comments into consideration as a part of our
Consent Decree negotiations.

As a result of meetings and discussions about air emission
controls and other issues EPA issued an Explanation of
Significant Differences (ESD) on January 18, 1990. The ESD called
for air emission controls at the Site to be utilized in a manner
consistent with an EPA national policy directive regarding the
control gJL air emissions from air strippers at Superfund
groundwatfer remediation sites (OSWER Directive 9355.0-28,
"Control of Air Emissions from Superfund Air Strippers at
Superfund Groundwater Sites" June 15, 1989). Air emission
controls at the Site are no longer required irrespective of
emission levels. The need for air controls is now dependant upon
the combined contaminant level emitted from all site-related air
strippers. (See attached ESD)



Subsequent to the issuing of the ESD we did not receive
further comments from Allegheny until our negotiation session on
March 19, 1990. In that session you indicated that Allegheny was
not in agreement with the ESD, as it modified the ROD. I will
address each of Allegheny's concerns individually. First,
Allegheny does not believe that the 15 pounds per day set forth
in the policy should apply to the Site, since it is more
restrictive than 3 pounds per hour. As pointed out in the
communication you received from EPA headquarters on January 20,
1990, EPA's intention is that air emissions not exceed any of the
limits set forth in the policy.

Second, Allegheny believes that Well No. 3 is not under
"common ownership" and therefore should not be regulated under
the ESD. EPA is applying this policy to the entire Site/facility
as "facility" is defined in CERCLA and the National Contingency
Plan. Facility includes "any area ... where a hazardous
substance has...come to be located" and is not limited to
property under common ownership.

Third, Allegheny believes that only volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) that are ozone precursors should be regulated
under the ESD. This could eliminate some VOCs from the total
amount of VOCs being controlled by the ESD. The VOCs that
Allegheny believes should be excluded from the total emissions
limit are methylene chloride and trichloroethane (TCA). The
emissions limits delineated in the policy were established to be
protective of human health and the environment. EPA is applying
the 15 Ibs per day total VOCs limit with a two-fold objective:
(1) to prevent ozone formation and (2) to control the release of
air toxics to the atmosphere. EPA classifies methylene chloride
as a B2 carcinogen (i.e., probable human carcinogen) and TCA as a
toxic chemical. Therefore, EPA will not exclude methylene
chloride and TCA from the total emissions limit.

Moreover, the ROD, as modified by the ESD, is consistent
with Section 121 of CERCLA which stipulates that EPA
preferentially select remedies that permanently and significantly
reduce the volume, toxicity or mobility of hazardous substances,
pollutants and contaminants. This requirement.would not be
satisfied if TCA and methylene chloride air emissions were
uncontrolled at the Site.

Therefore, EPA's position regarding air emission controls at
this Site remains unchanged. At this time, EPA is awaiting your
final decision as to whether Allegheny intends to carry out the
remedial action under the terms of a Consent Decree. If

AR30I585



Allegheny decides not to sign a Consent Decree or does not
provide EPA with a response by April 12, 1990 EPA will have no
choice but to issue a unilateral order to Allegheny or proceed
with a fund financed remedy.

I am looking forward to your response by April 12.

Sincerely,

ROsanne Mistretta
Assistant Regional Counsel

Enclosure

cc: Sherry Gallagher, EPA
Robert Goodman, Esquire, DOJ
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EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE

BALLY GROUNDfc&TER CONTAMINATION SITE

I. INTRODUCTION

Site Name: Bally Groundwater Contamination Site
(the "Site")

Site Location: Borough of Bally, Berks County Pennsylvania
Lead Agency: US Environmental Protection Agency, Region III

("EPA" or "the Agency")
Support Agency: PA Department of Environmental Resources

("PA DER")

Statement of Purpose

This Explanation of Significant Difference ("ESD") presents and
documents changes to the Bally Groundwater Contamination Site'Record of
Decision, which was signed on June 30, 1989. The ESD is issued
pursuant to Section 117(c) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act ("CERCLA"), 42 U.S.C. Section 9617(c).

The US Environmental Protection Agency is issuing this Explanation
of Significant Difference for the following reasons:

o To ensure that the Site is remediated within an acceptable time;
and

o To ensure that air emissions from Site-related remedial activities
will be controlled in a manner consistent with EPA national policy
on emissions from air strippers at Superfund groundwater remediation
sites.

The ESD clarifies the Bally Groundwater Contamination Site Record of
Decision ("ROD") by establishing quantitative air emission limits for
Site-related air strippers. Formerly, such emission limits were
not defined in the ROD.

II. SUfWARY OF THE SITE HISTORY, SITE CONDITIONS, AND SELECTED REMEDY

The Bally Groundwater Contamination Site is an area of contaminated
groundwater in and around the Borough of Bally, located in Berks County
Pennsylvania. The Bally wellfield and surrounding aquifer is contamin-
ated with chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs), most notably
1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA) and trichloroethene (TCE), both industrial
degreasers that are hazardous substances under CERCLA. The Site serves
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as the drinking water supply source for the Borough of Bally and the
surrounding area. Contaminated drinking water from the Site poses a
threat to human health and the environment.

Studies conducted in 1983 indicated that the Bally Engineered
Structures, Inc. plant, located in Bally Borough, was the source of
groundwater contamination. In January 1987, representatives of Bally
Engineered Structures, Inc., signed a Consent Agreement and Order with
EPA to conduct a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study ("RI/FS")
at the Site to determine the extent of the contamination, to evaluate
health risks posed by the contamination, and to propose methods to
remediate the aquifer. Subsequently, EPA reviewed and evaluated the
RI/FS reports and selected an alternative for site remediation. A
complete description of the selected remedy as well as EPA's rationale
for the decision is presented in the Site Record of Decision (attached
hereto as Exhibit 1).

The following components comprise the selected remedy,
as described in the ROD:

o Applying institutional controls on the use of existing private
wells- and the construction of new wells; and

o Pumping and treating groundwater with a twofold objective:

1. to provide potable municipal water; and

2. to remediate the aquifer.

Air stripping is the method selected to treat groundwater. This
treatment technique employs volatilization to remove volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) from the groundwater, transferring contaminants from the
liquid to the vapor phase. Following the air-stripping process, VOCs
can either be released to the ambient air, or captured by air emission
control devices.

In the Bally Record of Decision, EPA mandates the use of air
emission controls but does not specify quantitative emission limits.
Specifically, one of the following air control treatment options is
required:

1. vapor phase carbon adsorption (with offsite carbon
regeneration) (ROD option 2D);

2. Vapor phase carbon adsorption (with onsite carbon
regeneration) (ROD option 2E) ;or n R ̂  fl 1 S 8 8



3. Vapor phase catalytic oxidation (ROD option 2F).

III. DESCRIPTION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE

On June 15, 1989, US EPA Headquarters in Washington, D.C. issued a
policy directive on the control of air emissions from air strippers at
Superfund groundwater sites (OSWER Directive 9355.0-28, "Control of
Air Emissions from Superfund Air Strippers at Superfund Groundwater
Sites" June 15, 1989; (See Attachment II). The directive specifies
"trigger levels" for determining when it is necessary to control air
emissions from Superfund stripping units and also establishes a uniform
national policy on this subject. The Bally ROD did not incorporate this
guidance. Consequently, this ESD is issued to modify the ROD so that
the Site remedy is consistent with EPA's nation-wide air stripping/air
control policy that was in place when the ROD was signed.

The ESD includes additional changes, in order to ensure that
the Site is remediated within an acceptable period of time, EPA has
reserved rights related to the design and operations of the ground-
water treatment system.

This ESD modifies the ROD as follows:

o Air emission controls are no longer required irrespective of
emission levels. The need for air controls is now dependent upon
contaminant levels emitted fron the air stripping units. Specif-
ically, air emissions must be controlled such that the combined
emissions from all site-related air strippers shall not exceed three
pounds per hour (Ibs/hr) during any one hour and fifteen pounds per
day (Ibs/day) during any twentyfour hour period.

o Air stripping without air emission controls (ROD process option
2C) may be retained for consideration if, and only if the combined
emissions from all site-related air strippers does not exceed the
levels stated in the previous paragraph.

o H>A reserves the right to determine the appropriate number
of Site recovery wells and the appropriate design and location
for all recovery wells. EPA will also control the withdrawal
rate/ pimping rate of these wells. The emissions generated under
the EPA approved design and operating specifications will in turn
dictate the need for air emission controls.

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

This explanation is documented in the Administrative Record
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file for the Site. The Administrative Record includes the ROD
and all documents that formed the basis for EPA's selection of the
cleanup remedy. The Administrative Record is available for public
review at the locations listed below:

U.S.EPA, Region III
841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107
Hours: Mon.Fri. 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

Bally Groundwater Contamination CERCLA Site
Information Repository
Bally Borough Business Office
South Seventh Street
Bally, PA 19503
(215) 845-2351

Questions or comments on EPA's action and requests to review the
Administrative Record should be directed to:

Sherry Gallagher
Project Manager
Mail Code (3HW21)
U.S. EPA, Region III
841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107
(215) 597-8188

V. SUPPORT AGENCY REVIEW

The Conmonwealth of Pennsylvania has reviewed and concurred
on this ESD.

VI. AFFIRMATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATION

Considering the new information that has been developed and the
changes that have been made to the selected remedy, the EPA and PADER
believ« that the remedy remains protective of human health and the
environMnt, complies with Federal and State requirements that are
applicable or relevant and appropriate to this remedial action, and
is cost-effective. In addition, the revised remedy utilizes permanent
solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technologies
to the maximum extent practicable for this Site.

fiR30!590
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGESC"
WASHINGTON 0 C 20460

JUN I 5 1989

OSWZR Directive 9355.0-;

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Control of Air Eaissions rro» Superfund Air
Strippers at Superfund Greundwat

FROM: Henry L. Longest ZZ, Director
Office of Emergency and
Gerald faison, Dirt
Office, of Air Qualtty>ia'rinlKg~and Standards

TO: Addreeeeee

PURPOSE

This memorandum establishes guidance on the control of air
emissions from air strippers used at Superfund sites for
groundwater treataent and establishes procedures for
implementation. Under this guidance, Regions should continue t
make air eaission control decisions on a case-by-case basis
using the nine remedy selection criteria and the reaedy
selection process set forth in the proposed National Contingent
Plan (NC?) . As described belov, hovever, the evaluation and
weighing of the criteria in a "to be considered41 (TBC) context
will differ according to the air quality status of the site's
location.

tely 33% of the Records of Decision (ROOs) signed
to 4K* nava involved sites which use a puap and treat technics
to stftJMr partially or fully reaedlate groundwater
contamination. Close to 45% of these puap and treat sites have
selected air stripping. Per the foreseeable future, OERR
expects to use air stripping at about the same rate. This
treataent technique relies on volatilisation to remove volatile
organic coapounds (VOCs) froa the groundwater, i.e. it transfers
the contaminants froa the liquid to vapor phase. One Known side
effect of air stripping is the eaission of VOCs, many of which
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-2- OSWER Directive 9355.0-2

are toxic, to the ambient air. The Superfund Program uses
control devices such as vapor phase carbon adsorption and
incineration to control these emissions.

In response to a request froa Regional Air Division
Directors for a policy to guide the selection of controls for
air strippers, OERR and OAQPS conducted a joint study. The
results showed that historically close to half of the Superfund
air stripper sites had adopted controls during remedy
selection. Another 25 percent deferred the decision to the
remedial design phase. At sites with ROOs signed after the
enactment of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorisation Act,
approximately two-thirds of the air strippers are controlled.
At these sites, control decisions were based on an analysis of
the cleenup standards established in Section 121 of CERCLA and
the other statutory considerations which together comprise the
nine remedy selection criteria: overall protection of human
health and the environment; compliance with Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) ; long-term
effectiveness/permanence; reduction of mobility, toxic ity or
volume (MTV); shert-tera effectiveness; iapleaentability* CQSJLT
State acceptance; and community acceptance, control decisio^B
to date have been driven largely by protectiveness and state ̂^
ARARs for both air toxics control and VOC control for ozone
reduction. Other criteria such as MTV, short-term
effectiveness, cost, and community acceptance, have also
influenced the inclusion of controls.

Despite the trend towards increased control of air emissions
froa Superfund air strippers, the Agency reaains concerned with
the control of these air emissions. This concern underlies the
vigorous effort* by EPA, states, localities, and industry across
the country to control air toxic* and reduce voca in osone
nonattainaent areas. The adoption of this policy responds to
these concerns, reflects an overall Agency concern with
preventing the cross-media transfer of pollutants, and
rirnagjgsa that the number of Federal, State, and local ARARs
for slpl VOC* and air toxics appears to be rapidly increasing.m,following policy has been adopted to guide Regional
decisioaaaJcers oa the use of controls for air emissions from
Superfund air strippers, and other vented Superfund sources of
VOCs. This policy is grounded in the reaedy selection process
and distinguishes between sites located in attainment and
nonattainaent areas.
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-3- OSWER Directive 9355.0-2

STATEMENT OF POLICY

For sitee located in areas that are attaining the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone, Regions should continu
applying controls based on existing Agency policy. In most
cases, this will mean the adoption of controls largely in
response to State ARARs, risk management (i.e., protective-
ness) guidelines, and other requirements of CERCLA Section 121.

In ozone nonattainaent areas, however, the adoption of
controls is more likely to be indicated even if they are not
mandated by current Federal or State laws and regulations or
indicated by a cancer risk analysis. Aside from cancer risk
from air toxics, VOC emissions contribute to non-cancer health
risks in nonattainaent areas because most are precursors to the
formation of ozone. Consideration of these non-cancer risks
when applying the remedy selection criteria generally will show
that in nonattainaent areas Superfund air strippers, except
those with the lowest eaissions rates as indicated below,
generally aarit controls. In determining the need for air
stripper controls at a particular Superfund site in a
nonattainaent area, the Regions should be guided by the
emissions limit goals in the document entitled, "Issues Relating
to VOC Regulation outpoints, Deficiencies, and Deviations,"
issued in May 19tt by the Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards (OAQPS) to aid states in revising their State
Implementation Plans (SZPs) to incorporate post-1917 ozone
attainment strategies. The OAQPS guidance indicates that the
sources most in naad of controls are those with an actual
eaissiona rata in excess of 3 pounds per hour (Ib/hr) or 15
Ib/day Qg « potential /i.e.. ealfflllatsai rS*r*T*n tons per
year (TPY) of total VOCs. The calculated rate assumes 24-hour
operation, 3«5 days par year. Regions should note that control
level? are- applied on a facility basis. For the purposes of
this guidance-, facility is defined as a contiguous piece of
property under coaaon ownership.

4Me> guidance applies to air strippers at Superfund sites.
Zn esMsUiahing the policy, however, the potential for
appUMiility to other VOC sources is recognized. Generally,
the guidelines described for air strippers are suitable for voc
air eaissions froa other vented extraction technique* (e.g.,
soil vapor extraction) but not froa area sources (e.g., soil
excavation).

This guidance applies to future remedial decisions at
Superfund sites. Too policy is not explicitly designed for
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actions taken by the removal program in the case of emergency or
time critical removal actions. However, where time and other
response circumstances permit, such as for non-time critical
actions, adherence to this policy is expected.

The control levels referred to above serve as guidelines
only if ARARs do not exist or are less stringent than presented
here. They are not intended to preclude or replace state
proposals for more stringent levels of control in pursuit of
Clean Air Act goals as part of SIP revisions in nonattainaent
areas.
IMPLEMENTATION

This guidance seeks to incorporate air quality concerns into
the Superfund remedy selection process. In particular, the use
of controls for Superfund air strippers in nonattainment areas
demonstrates the Agency's commitment to reducing VOCs and thus
progressing toward attainment of the ozone standard.
Additionally, the guidance is consistent with both the current
NCP and proposed revisions. Where ARARs do not exist, EPA may
consider TBCs in setting target cleanup levels. This guidancj
constitutes a TBC.

The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RZ/FS) should
generate the data needed to support control decisions for both
attainment and nonattainaent areas. At a minimum, the five
major types of information needed are:

Estimated cumulative uncontrolled air emissions rate
froa all air strippers at the site
Consideration of health risks froa the execution of the

' raaady as well as froa the uncontrolled eite
Control alternatives and their costs
Oaoao attainment status
Air ARARs

For purposes of this guidance "nonattainment area" means any
county included in a formal post-1917 ozone SIP deficiency
notification (SIP call) or any other county where the ozone
National Ambient Air Quality Standard was exceeded during the
previous three-year period. EPA's initial SIP calls were issued
pursuant to Section llO(a)(2)(H) of the Clean Air Act and were
described in the September 7, 19M Federal Beaieteejf| I q n [,



control decision? rly docu»™t the basis for 1!hinfori»ti°n a,
. .. r W* air •aia»ion:
Addressees:
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